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Sophie Namy
over a nine-month period in 2009-
2010, the International center for
Research on women (IcRw) and
the Uganda land Alliance (UlA)
implemented and evaluated a pilot
program in luwero district to
strengthen women’s property rights.
The community-based gender and
Property Rights program trained 20
community rights workers of the
luwero land Rights Activists As-
sociation (llRAA) to provide legal
counseling for individual cases and
conduct sensitization events to raise
awareness about women’s property
rights. IcRw created a monitoring
system to document and learn from
rights workers’ activities. UlA pro-
vided technical and organizational
support to llRAA rights workers
and led program implementation.
This evaluation report uses data
from quantitative surveys; qualita-
tive interviews with rights workers,
their clients, and local leaders; and
the monitoring system. 
while the report pertains specifically
to this pilot eﬀort, the lessons can be
applied to others seeking to start or
expand community legal aid programs
in contexts where women’s property
rights are not well understood and
where access to justice is limited.
Key Findings: 
LLRAA’s Work with Clients
land boundary disputes were the
most common case type. domestic
violence, marital problems, and child
welfare cases were also common, par-
ticularly among women. 
As a whole, rights workers success-
fully mediated and resolved clients’
cases. In contrast to the formal legal
system and local leaders, variously
perceived as inaccessible, costly, unap-
proachable, biased, and ineﬃcient,
rights workers saved their clients time
and resources. clients – especially
women, who face restricted mobility
and have fewer financial resources –
expressed gratitude that the rights
workers resolved matters quickly and
amicably, came to or accompanied
clients as needed, stayed neutral in
land matters, and oﬀered services free
of charge. Also, the rights workers’ in-
terventions often led to women being
able to keep their land and houses.
monitoring and qualitative data also
show rights workers as an eﬃcient
channel, often resolving cases in a
matter of days. when rights workers
could not resolve a case, they referred
clients to the most appropriate person
or institution.
Key Findings: Sensitization Events
during the pilot, llRAA held 129
sensitization events across 64 villages
with a total attendance of more than
2,500 men and nearly 3,000 women.
The most popular topics, in descend-
ing order, were children’s rights, land-
lord-tenant relations, women’s rights,
land tenure systems, marriage and
property rights, and will writing.
some llRAA rights workers organ-
ized events dedicated to sensitizing
the community on land issues, as orig-
inally envisioned by the program. As a
whole, however, topics were driven by
demand from clients and communi-
ties, whose requests sometimes went
beyond the scope of the program’s
focus on women’s property rights.
Rights workers had some diﬃculty
mobilizing audiences and contending
with aﬃliated costs, such as trans-
portation and refreshments at events.
General Program Benefits
Rights workers, clients, and commu-
nity leaders all appreciated knowl-
edge gained as a result of the
program. Rights workers learned
about gender, law, and women’s prop-
erty rights, applied this knowledge to
cases, mastered use of monitoring
forms, and built group cohesion. si-
multaneously, communities started to
learn about rights workers as a re-
source. They also valued the opportu-
nity to learn about the law, especially
as related to land issues. 
A combination of the high stakes
around land and property ownership
and confusion over relevant laws has
likely contributed to a recent spate of
related violence and evictions. leaders,
rights workers, and clients described
the gravity of land issues and asserted
that community rights workers’ inter-
ventions have played a vital role in re-
solving land disputes that might
otherwise have escalated into violence. 
Recommendations
The following actions will help
llRAA and UlA 
further strengthen the program: 
• Increase communities’ awareness of
llRAA.
• close knowledge gaps among
rights workers and their communi-
ties around (1) what constitutes a
lawful marriage and a lawful di-
vorce; (2) women’s and men’s prop-
erty rights in and after marriage; (3)
women’s and girls’ right to inherit
property; and (4) landlords’ and
tenants’ rights and responsibilities. 
• create an institutional work plan
for llRAA to organize future ac-
tivities and build a public identity.
• Address rights workers’ workload
constraints.
• Build on success with the monitor-
ing system including continuing
feedback sessions between UlA
and llRAA, sharing findings
from monitoring data, and ensur-
ing clarity and consistency of in-
formation collected. 
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women’s property rights, especially
access to land, are increasingly recog-
nized as critical to achieving poverty
reduction and gender equality. de-
spite significant progress in legislation
promoting women’s rights to own
and inherit property in many coun-
tries, there has been little progress for
women in exercising these rights. Im-
portant factors impeding tangible
progress are low awareness of
women’s legal rights, lack of enforce-
ment of women’s rights, and negative
social norms about women owning
property, especially land. 
In Uganda, the constitution and
subsidiary laws enshrine women’s
rights to own and inherit property.
where customs and culture are in-
consistent with women’s rights in
statutory law, statutory law prevails
according to the constitution. How-
ever, this supportive legal framework
is thwarted by both men’s and
women’s general lack of awareness
of Uganda’s property rights laws and
relevant government bodies’ lack of
resources to enforce women’s prop-
erty rights. As a result, violations of
women’s property rights persist. 
Previous research by the Interna-
tional center for Research on
women (IcRw 2007) and others
(dAnIdA 2005; mwedo 2008)
shows that community-based legal
aid programs are a viable approach to
improving legal knowledge and
women’s access to legal resources to
address property issues. However, in
Uganda, current community-based
legal aid programs are implemented
in a scattered manner with no clear
standards and limited evaluation of
influence on women’s property rights.  
to address this gap, IcRw, in part-
nership with the UlA, implemented
and evaluated the nine-month com-
munity-based gender and Property
Rights program. The pilot program’s
primary goal was to build capacity of
a local legal aid organization to im-
prove women’s property rights
through a combination of legal coun-
seling and awareness-raising sensiti-
zation events. A second goal was to
increase UlA’s capacity in gender
training and monitoring so it could
serve as a resource for building gen-
der and monitoring into other local,
community-based programs. The ex-
pectation is that both the UlA and
members of the legal aid organiza-
tion, in addition to providing services
in the program area, will be a re-
source for others seeking to under-
take similar work, fostering the
potential for replication and scale-up. 
This report describes the pilot pro-
gram’s implementation, outcomes,
and lessons. It first provides an
overview of the program design, the
monitoring and evaluation method-
ologies used, and the context in
which the program was imple-
mented. It next describes program
findings, including discussion of
challenges encountered by the rights
workers. A look at overall program
achievements follows. Finally, it con-
cludes with recommendations for
moving forward with community
rights work as an approach to pro-
moting women’s property rights.
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IcRw and UlA designed the com-
munity-based gender and Property
Rights program with three aims: 
• Raise awareness and acceptance
of women’s property rights;
• enhance women’s ability to exercise
their rights and access justice; and
• Build capacity of community
rights workers to provide educa-
tion and services that support
women’s property rights.
Program Design
to inform the design of the program,
IcRw conducted a needs assessment
in 2008 on the operations, challenges,
and needs of community-based legal
aid organizations in Uganda. The 
assessment revealed that community
legal aid services were an invaluable
resource for poor and disadvantaged
persons to access legal systems
(IcRw 2008). However, training
curricula for community rights
workers did not uniformly discuss
the links between gender and prop-
erty rights, nor did curricula address
negative cultural norms toward
women’s property ownership. 
Following the assessment, IcRw
held a stakeholder workshop that
drew representatives of 17 commu-
nity-based organizations from across
the country who echoed the assess-
ment findings and supported the
idea of a greater emphasis on
women’s property rights by commu-
nity rights workers. 
IcRw and UlA developed the
Property Rights & Gender Training
Toolkit as the primary resource to
train community rights workers to be
a more eﬀective community resource
in understanding and defending
women’s property rights. The toolkit
covers human rights; women’s rights;
gender norms around land owner-
ship; issues women commonly face
regarding property; relevant Ugandan
family, marriage, and inheritance laws;
and institutions to resolve disputes,
including Uganda’s court system. ex-
ercises, case studies and examples, role
plays, presentations, and other partici-
patory activities help participants un-
derstand the laws’ relevance, practice
applying new legal knowledge and
mediation skills to cases, and discuss
diﬀerences between the law and cul-
tural norms. Accompanying the
toolkit are gender-relevant materials
for community education. 
Selection and Training of Community
Rights Workers
UlA and the local communities
identified 20 persons to serve as vol-
untary community rights workers
and organized them into a new
community-based organization,
luwero land Rights Activists Asso-
ciation (llRAA). to be eligible, an
individual had to be literate and be a
respected member of his/her com-
munity. The llRAA rights workers
ranged in age from 25 to 54 years,
and approximately half were female.
nearly all had completed education
beyond the primary level. while
most were farmers or teachers, social
workers, healthcare providers, and
businesspeople were also repre-
sented. Half were either local coun-
cilpersons (lc) or councilors.1
others were active in women’s
groups, farmers’ groups, savings
groups, and other community work. 
Although it was not required for se-
lection, several rights workers had
some legal training in 2005-2007 as
part of a program run by the Federa-
tion of women lawyers-Uganda
(FIdA) and Plan International.
Rights workers reported that the
FIdA/Plan training covered a broad,
and sometimes inconsistent, range of
topics including will writing, chil-
dren’s rights, women’s rights, and nu-
trition. Rights workers involved in
the FIdA/Plan program simultane-
ously expressed a sense of grounding
in women’s rights issues and a need
for more training, especially on land
and recent changes in the law.2
At the time of their selection in
June 2009, the llRAA rights
workers received preliminary basic
training on land issues, wills, mar-
riage, and the courts. Then at the
start of the program two months
later in August, IcRw and UlA
conducted an in-depth gender and
property rights training using the
Property Rights & Gender Training
Toolkit.  At the training, IcRw also
introduced llRAA to the pro-
gram’s monitoring system and re-
lated monitoring forms. The
monitoring system (described in
more detail below) tracked both the
community rights workers’ activities
and UlA’s own capacity-building
work with llRAA. 
The Community-based Gender and Property Rights program was 
designed to build capacity of community rights workers in the LLRAA in
Luwero District, Uganda, to support women’s property rights in two
ways: (1) by providing legal aid services to clients; and (2) by conducting
community legal sensitization and education sessions emphasizing
women’s property rights. The pilot program was implemented over a nine-
month period, from August 2009 to April 2010.
Throughout the pilot period, all 20
original rights workers remained
llRAA members.
Monitoring and Evaluation Methods
IcRw and the centre for Basic
Research (cBR) collected quantita-
tive and qualitative data over the
course of the pilot program to as-
sess its reach, outputs, and out-
comes. Initially, the team employed
a quasi-experimental design with
baseline and endline quantitative
surveys in treatment and control
villages to look at the eﬀects of the
program on community members.
The monitoring data, however, 
revealed that the intensity of the in-
tervention in the treatment villages
was much lower than anticipated,
thereby preventing the attribution
of any changes in community
knowledge, attitudes, and practices
over time to the program. As a re-
sult, the team decided instead to
gather and use qualitative data to
measure program impact. However,
the baseline quantitative data were
still useful in providing information
about the situation on the ground
before implementing the program.
In addition to quantitative surveys
and qualitative assessment, the eval-
uation uses data on rights workers’
activities collected through the
monitoring system IcRw devel-
oped for UlA and llRAA. 
Quantitative Surveys 
The research team administered a
questionnaire before the pilot pro-
gram began (August 2009) and a
similar questionnaire 10 months
later (may 2010),3 to a cross-sec-
tional, random sample of community
members living in 19 villages, of
which 13 were villages where
llRAA rights workers lived or an-
ticipated working regularly and 6
were comparison villages. All villages
were located in four of the nine sub-
counties where the pilot program
was conducted: luwero, kikyusa,
katikamu, and Zirobwe. The August
survey sample consisted of 149 men
and 169 women; the may sample in-
cluded 140 men and 150 women.
The female and male community
members answered questions about
their knowledge, attitudes, and per-
ceptions of property rights; valuation
and holding of diﬀerent legal docu-
ments; help-seeking behaviors; land
and asset holdings; interaction with
community rights workers; and de-
mographic characteristics. 
The team also administered a 
questionnaire at both points in time
to 38 community leaders (one 
female and one male leader from
each of the 19 study villages). The re-
spondents provided information on
conflicts coming to leaders, familiar-
ity with women’s property rights,
leaders’ engagement with commu-
nity rights workers, village resources,
and ngos and community groups.
Qualitative Assessment
The primary objective of the quali-
tative component was to shed light
on program implementation and
identify perceived benefits from the
program. The following questions
guided the qualitative assessment: 
• why were some rights workers
more/less active than others? 
• what was the process of organiz-
ing and conducting a sensitiza-
tion event?
• what were clients’ experiences
with rights workers, and were
they satisfied?
• what did clients learn as a result
of their interaction with rights
workers? e.g., about the law, their
rights, resources, etc.
• How did the program impact the
rights workers?
The research team collected qualita-
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posive sample of 7 llRAA rights
workers, 7 clients, and 7 community
leaders who participated in a total of
16 in-depth interviews.4 The rights
workers were chosen to represent a
range of intensities in how they had
carried out their work in conducting
sensitization events and taking on
clients’ cases.5 The clients chosen had
each seen a selected rights worker
during the period from August 2009
to July 2010, and had brought a dis-
pute related to property, land, inheri-
tance, or marriage. The community
leaders chosen for interview were ac-
tive in the communities where the
selected rights workers lived. The
sampling design yielded discrete
“sets” of informants who interacted
with each other, allowing for the tri-
angulation of information. 
The limited scope of the qualitative
study did not allow us to interrogate
the full range of experiences and
characteristics of individuals aﬀected
by the program. we interviewed
only female clients; therefore the
qualitative data cannot provide in-
sights on program eﬀects among
men. All of the leaders interviewed
had collaborated with the rights
workers and were aware of their pro-
gram. Although the rights workers
interviewed indicated that some
leaders did not support their work,
the data do not include the perspec-
tives of these individuals. given the
relatively limited range of perspec-
tives included and that all inform-
ants opted to participate in the
program to some extent, it is possible
that the overall assessment of rights
workers’ benefits to the community
may be biased. Another potential
limitation is that all rights workers
were interviewed by IcRw staﬀ
who also participated in the llRAA
training. some rights workers may
have felt that the interviewers were
evaluating their performance or that
“undesired” answers could jeopardize
continuation of the program. Inter-
view guides were carefully designed
to be neutral, in order to elicit an
open and frank description of in-
formants’ experiences and opinions.
Finally, the experiences of rights
workers who are not also local lead-
ers may be underrepresented.  
Monitoring System
IcRw led the development of the
monitoring system to track
llRAA’s and UlA’s activities in
close collaboration with UlA and
with llRAA’s input on the moni-
toring forms. The monitoring sys-
tem documented services provided,
needs of the communities, and work
loads of the rights workers. This
helped IcRw and UlA to under-
stand what was happening on the
ground and to identify areas for fu-
ture program improvement. IcRw
continued to revise the monitoring
system throughout the pilot based
on ongoing feedback from UlA
and llRAA. The monitoring sys-
tem provided data to answer the
following questions: 
• what types of people seek rights
workers’ help in terms of sex, age,
or socioeconomic status? 
• what are the common cases
brought by women? men? spe-
cific age groups? People of diﬀer-
ent marital statuses? 
• over time, what trends emerge in
the type of cases that rights
workers handle? 
• How long does it take to resolve
cases in general? what cases take
more time?
• How are rights workers handling
cases of each type? 
• who does (or does not) attend
llRAA’s sensitization events?
on which topics?
• what are rights workers’ case loads?
IcRw provided UlA staﬀ with
technical assistance on data entry,
analysis, and reporting; introduced
the rights workers to the idea and
value of monitoring; and trained the
rights workers to complete the mon-
itoring forms. UlA, in turn, pro-
vided ongoing assistance to the
rights workers on monitoring. UlA
had planned to hold monthly meet-
ings with the rights workers to iden-
tify common problems with the
monitoring and provide technical as-
sistance where needed. These meet-
ings became less frequent toward the
end of the program due to budgetary
constraints and competing demands
on UlA staﬀ time. In may 2010,
IcRw and UlA held a daylong
feedback session with the rights
workers after the pilot program was
over. UlA and IcRw shared the
results from the monitoring data and
asked the rights workers to provide
some reaction and explanations of
the findings. Rights workers also
provided feedback on the monitor-
ing process. The lessons from the de-
velopment and implementation of
the monitoring system are discussed
in the Recommendations section. 
Context of Program Communities
The quantitative, qualitative, and
monitoring data provide important
information about the characteristics,
attitudes, and experiences of men and
women living in communities being
served by the rights workers.
Sociodemographic Characteristics
The men and women interviewed in
the August 2009 quantitative survey
are reflective of rural, central
Uganda. As seen in table 1, the ma-
jority of respondents (75 percent)
are members of the Buganda tribe,
predominant in central Uganda.
most respondents are literate. many
have completed at least primary lev-
els of education, and about one-
fourth have some secondary
7education. most respondents are ei-
ther married or cohabiting (82 per-
cent men; 69 percent women).
Agriculture is the most common
source of income, with a minority
of respondents owning a small busi-
ness or working in the service sec-
tor. nearly all households own and
use agricultural land, the majority
of which is under mailo6 tenure. In-
terestingly, the proportion of
women in the sample who said they
own land was higher than the na-
tional average of land ownership
among women (29 percent in the
survey vs. 7 percent nationally). The
relatively high female land owner-
ship in the study communities may
be a result of land or tenancies
being easier to purchase under the
mailo system than in the customary
systems that predominate in
Uganda. women surveyed are less
likely than men to own more valu-
able livestock such as cattle or goats
or to own land by themselves.
twenty-one percent of households
are headed by women, slightly
lower than the national average of
thirty percent (Uganda Bureau of
statistics and macro International
Inc. 2006).
Mixed Attitudes About Women’s
Property Rights
As shown in Figure 1, attitudes are
generally positive toward women
owning property while single or
married, giving or bequeathing
property to children, having
women’s names on land documen-
tation, and requiring their consent
for the sale of matrimonial prop-
erty. Attitudes about women’s land
rights are less positive than for
rights over livestock or other assets.
women’s and men’s attitudes to-
ward women’s property rights are
not significantly diﬀerent.
Variable Female (%) N Male (%) N Sig
Is literate 72.5 167 81.8 148
Owns majority of household land 23.3 169 45.0 149 *
Owns any land (self ) 29.2 165 51.2 147 *
Owns cattle 24.3 146a 41.4 135 *
Owns goat 21.9 146 37.4 135 *
tABle 1: socIodemogRAPHIc cHARActeRIstIcs oF sURveY ResPondents In
lUweRo dIstRIct, AUgUst 2009
* Statistically significant at the 5 percent level
Have the same rights as men
Own her own land when single
Own her own land during marriage
Have her name on documents
Be able to give land to children
Inherit land from parents
Inherit land from husband
Inherit land from husband if she has HIV/AIDS
Keep rights to her deceased husband’s land if she remaries
Have to give consent for her husband to sell matrimonial land
Have rights to her husband’s land if she divorces him
Have rights to her husband’s land if he divorces her
Strongly Negative Neutral Strongly Positive
FIgURe 1: meAn AttItUdes oF mAle And FemAle ResPondents towARd women’s
PRoPeRtY RIgHts, lUweRo dIstRIct, AUgUst 2009 
male
Female
Attitudes are less positive, and some
even slightly negative, regarding
women’s inheritance rights and prop-
erty rights upon dissolution of mar-
riage. support for women to inherit
from husbands or have a claim to land
in divorce is lower than for other sce-
narios involving women’s property
rights. The pattern reflects the special
economic and cultural importance of
land as an asset and indicates that the
end of a marital relationship (either
through death or separation) is a pe-
riod of insecurity for women’s prop-
erty rights. In a context where land is
considered to belong to clans,7 land
passes among male clan members, and
women marry into their husband’s
clan, we would expect to see women’s
access to a clan’s and family’s most
valuable asset become tenuous when
the marriage connecting her to the
clan and husband’s family ends.
Low Levels of Legal Documentation
despite widespread recognition that
legal documents around marriage,
property ownership, and inheritance
are important to have, this does not
translate into high levels of actually
holding the documents. two-thirds 
of women and one-half of men have
never held any of the legal documents
listed in table 2. of married respon-
dents in the sample, only 35 percent
reported ever having had a marriage
certificate. Unsurprisingly, men are
more likely than women to have ever
made a will, since men have more
property to bequeath and typically
make decisions about property and fi-
nances (Uganda Bureau of statistics
and macro International Inc. 2006).
However, the prevalence of wills may
be overstated, as interviews with field
staﬀ and rights workers indicate that
most wills are verbal, not written. 
Gaps in Knowledge of the Law
The quantitative survey8 and feedback
sessions with the rights workers reveal
gaps in legal knowledge related to
women’s property rights in the com-
munities. The main gaps are the
knowledge of: 
what constitutes legal marriage and
divorce: during a feedback session,
rights workers reported that many
people in their villages consider living
together or having children together
as constituting a marriage. Approxi-
mately 22 percent of survey respon-
dents are cohabiting but not married.
sixty-four percent believe that not liv-
ing together constitutes a divorce.
marriage certificates in customary
marriage: over half of respondents are
unaware that couples in a customary
marriage can have a marriage certifi-
cate.9 Between half and two-thirds of
marriages in the survey area are cus-
tomary,10 and of these, three-fourths do
not have a marriage certificate. Because
Uganda’s current inheritance and fam-
ily laws only recognize legally married
spouses, women who have a marriage
certificate can more strongly claim
their right to inherit their husbands’
property or claim property in divorce. 
Property rights in cohabitation: 
Approximately one-third of respon-
dents wrongly believe that under
Ugandan law, women and men who
are cohabiting but are not married
have claims over the other partner’s
property. This view can be especially
perilous for cohabiting women. com-
bined with the cultural norm that
property belongs to men, this incor-
rect belief places the property rights of
cohabiting women in peril. In the
event that a woman’s male partner
dies or leaves the partnership, it would
be socially acceptable for him or his
family to retain her property and any
shared property. The woman would
have no legal proof of the relationship
to assert her claim to her own prop-
erty or any shared property.
Property rights in a divorce: Across all
types of property – land, livestock, and
material assets – both women and men
tended to disagree that a woman should
have any rights to her husband’s prop-
erty in the event of divorce, regardless of
who initiated it. For the approximately
93 percent of Ugandan women, and 79
percent of women in this sample, who
do not have land in their own names,
the end of a partnership is likely to
8
Documents Male Female 
N Mean (%) N Mean (%) Sig
Marriage certificate 148 28 168 24
Certificate of occupancy 146 7 161 5
Certificate of title 144 14 163 11
Lease oﬀer 145 7 160 3
Will 141 20 163 9 *
Certificate of no objection/Letters of administration 141 5 162 1
tABle 2: PeRcentAge oF men And women wHo Held docUments, AUgUst 2009
* Statistically significant at the 5 percent level
Variable Female (%) Male (%) Sig
Ever received help from religious leader 8 14
Ever received help from clan or family meeting 17 25
Ever received help from village/subcounty chief 5 9
Ever received help from Local Council court 15 32 *
Ever received help from Local Council member 26 41 *
Ever received help from magistrate court 2 6
Ever received help from police 5 15 *
Ever reported problem to an Local Council 12 34 *
Ever reported problem to police 8 21 *
tABle 3: HelP-seekIng BeHAvIoR, AUgUst 2009
* Statistically significant at the 5 percent level
cause them to lose access to land and
other property (Rugadya et al. 2005). 
women’s and girls’ right to inherit: A
substantial proportion of respondents
do not believe that a woman or girl
can inherit land – 55 percent reported
that they do not believe the law al-
lows women to inherit land from
their husbands, and 33 percent do not
believe that the law allows for a girl to
inherit land at all. knowledge that
women and girls can inherit animals
and other property is also limited.
while not as seemingly urgent as
other problems in women’s property
rights, this knowledge gap is impor-
tant because until women have
greater economic power and auton-
omy, inheritance is likely to be a main
pathway through which women and
girls acquire their own land.
land tenure system and rights of ten-
ants and landlords: survey responses
and reports from llRAA community
rights workers strongly suggest that
people are unclear about the primary
tenure system they operate in, their
rights and responsibilities as tenants,
and the rights and responsibilities of
landlords. Although most of the land
in the program area is under mailo
tenure, a large portion of the survey
population (34 percent) reported they
own land under customary tenure. dis-
cussions with rights workers and pro-
gram staﬀ indicated that these respon-
dents most likely are unsure of their
tenure status or are mistaken. The right
to occupy land on mailo tenure is often
informally passed down through fami-
lies with little interaction with the
landlords, which can appear similar to
practices around customary tenure. 
many survey respondents also do not
know their rights as tenants – 28 per-
cent are unaware that a court order is
required to evict lawful and bona fide
tenants from land. In november
2009, Uganda passed an amendment
to the land Act that outlines the
rights and responsibilities of landlords
and tenants, especially in the mailo
land tenure system. The amendment
also criminalizes eviction of tenants
under certain circumstances. during
debate of the amendment and con-
tinuing to the time of the writing of
this report, there have been frequent
news reports of violence, killings, and
evictions, sometimes of entire villages,
between tenants and landlords (see,
for example, njeri 2008; semakula
2009; new vision 2010). 
Few Community Members Seek
Legal Services
Receiving help from local leaders and
formal justice institutions is rare, and
more so among women (table 3).
About two-thirds of survey respon-
dents live more then 10 miles from a
district land oﬃce and approxi-
mately 40 percent live more than 10
miles from a magistrate’s court. For
women, the costs in terms of time and
money to obtain documentation or
resolve disputes may be particularly
high because they have limited mobil-
ity outside the home,11 little money of
their own, and limited financial deci-
sion-making power (Uganda Bureau
of statistics and macro International
Inc. 2009). local leaders themselves
have incomplete knowledge of the law
and women’s rights. when the pilot
began, 30 percent of community lead-
ers interviewed did not know that
Ugandan law gives women the right
to own land or a house. 
more than three-quarters of the com-
munity leaders from the villages in the
August 2009 survey indicated that
fewer than half of the cases brought to
them in the past year were brought by
women. twenty percent indicated that
no women had brought cases in the
past year. 
These findings demonstrate the need in
the target communities to increase sup-
port for women’s property rights and to
improve women’s access to and use of
legal services, including resolving dis-
putes and obtaining legal documents.
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The llRAA rights workers’ main
activities during the pilot were (1)
providing legal services in handling
clients’ cases and (2) providing legal
education through sensitization
events. during the nine-month
pilot period, which commenced
after the August 2009 training,
llRAA rights workers worked
mostly in nine subcounties and
town councils throughout luwero
district.12 As shown in table 4, the
20 community rights workers
reached several thousand people
through 129 community sensitiza-
tion events and handled 166 unique
cases across 72 villages. men and
women accessed rights workers’
services nearly equally. 
casework with clients involves 
listening to and understanding 
the client’s problem, educating 
the client about the relevant law
and his/her legal options, and as-
sisting the client, usually through
mediation or referral. sensitization
events were originally envisioned as
meetings rights workers would hold
or other community groups’ meet-
ings they would attend for the pur-
pose of providing legal education
on the topics covered in the
IcRw/UlA Property Rights &
Gender Training Toolkit, using
teaching material included in the
toolkit. However, rights workers
considered a wider range of activi-
ties as sensitization events. 
LLRAA’S Work with Clients
The qualitative and monitoring data
together provide a rich description
of how rights workers obtained
clients, conducted casework, and
navigated their other roles. The de-
scriptions are quite consistent, sug-
gesting that despite having a
relatively informal role and no well-
defined work plan, rights workers
used a similar approach. 
Introducing Themselves in Their
Communities
llRAA rights workers used several
approaches to make themselves and
their role known to the community.
commonly used methods are hav-
ing a local councilperson introduce
them at a village meeting, speaking
at churches or mosques, and going
house to house to introduce them-
selves. some rights workers took ad-
vantage of existing events to let
people know about their work or
provide educational sound bites.
several spoke at funeral rites and
meetings of local groups like
women’s groups or savings groups.
Using these meetings as platforms
for introduction requires strong 
social connections to be aware 
that they are happening and confi-
dence about being well received by
the audience. 
Obtaining New Clients
The qualitative analysis and moni-
toring data identified three key
paths through which rights workers
obtained new clients. By far, the
most frequent path was referral by a
local leader (usually local councils)
or a friend. some clients had already
started seeking help and turned to a
rights worker either because the case
remained unresolved or they lacked
the necessary resources to continue
in the courts or other government
institutions. In the second, less com-
mon path, clients approached a
rights worker directly based on a
prior interaction, most often after
attending a village meeting or sensi-
tization event about a topic that had
personal relevance. Finally, in cases
where the rights worker was also a
local leader, clients sometimes ap-
proached him/her for assistance in
the capacity as a local leader while
unaware that s/he was also a trained
rights worker. After hearing the
matter, the rights worker/leader
would either determine whether the
case was better suited to the role of
a rights worker, or would allow the
client to choose after explaining
how s/he would handle the case as a
rights worker versus as a leader. An
individual who served this dual role
explained how he sees the process
unfold when approached by a client:
someone can come to you as an
lc, report to you a case or the
matter. Then you can also advise
him, “If you go through the lc, it
is already a government organ,
and then there are certain cases
which I, as lc1, am not handling.
so I refer you either to lc2 or to
10
This section of the report presents findings from the monitoring and 
qualitative data related to implementation of the pilot program.  
PRogRAm ImPlementAtIon FIndIngs
Rights worker service Total Males served Females served
Community sensitization event 129 2,503 2,969
Client cases 166 86 80
tABle 4: Access oF commUnItY RIgHts woRkeRs’ seRvIces
the police. But if you come to me
as a paralegal, then I can handle
that case without other commit-
tees.” we sit down, we talk, and
we see… .The client is the one to
decide after giving him more ex-
amples ... to open [his] mind....
Then he can decide. (Rights
worker, male, 55 years old)
Fortunately so far, the consolidation
of roles among a few local leaders
who are also serving as rights work-
ers has not had the eﬀect of limiting
options for accessing justice. The in-
terviews demonstrate that llRAA
rights workers who are also lcs
make distinctions between their
roles as rights workers and as lead-
ers. There is no indication that
llRAA rights workers, even those
who are entitled to do so as lcs, are
collecting fees from clients. clients
corroborated that they did not pay
any fees to these persons when they
acted as rights workers. 
How Rights Workers Handled Cases
Interviews across llRAA rights
workers, clients, and leaders revealed
that the approach used to handle
clients’ cases was surprisingly consis-
tent across rights workers. 
step 1: meet with the client and other
party separately, one on one.
step 2: convene a meeting of stake-
holders often in conjunction
with local leaders.
step 3: explain the law at the meet-
ing, sometimes called a “semi-
nar” or “sensitization.”
step 4: If necessary, bring in an out-
side authority to increase the
legitimacy of the information
and advice the rights worker
gives. either invite UlA or
the courts to confirm the law
or show written documents
with relevant information.
step 5: mediate with both parties to
come to an agreement.
step 6: Refer the client to another
person/institution if an agree-
ment is not reached.
Interviewers probed for a more de-
tailed explanation of how these quick
and seemingly uncontested resolu-
tions were achieved. Responses sug-
gest that once people understood the
rules and their legal responsibilities,
rights workers did not face much re-
sistance to mediating an agreement.
The steps of convening the meeting
(step 2), bringing in an outside au-
thority (step 4), and referral (step 6)
are described in more detail below.
step 2: convene a meeting of stake-
holders often in conjunction with
local leaders.
Invitees typically included the parties
in conflict, lcs, neighbors, and other
family members. some rights workers
mentioned convening elders and reli-
gious leaders. The extent to which
local leaders were involved in these
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R is a widow in her early 50s who lives with two of her
deceased husband’s other wives and some of their
children. She makes and sells mats, a job she has per-
formed for 20 years. Upon the death of her husband, R
had hoped to grow food and build a separate home
for herself and her children on her husband’s land.
However, her husband’s first wife and her adult chil-
dren were preventing R from using the land, threaten-
ing and abusing her in the process. They claimed that
the land and home belong to the first wife.
R first asked her sisters and brothers-in-law for help.
Dissatisfied with their advice to “keep quiet” or “be pa-
tient,” R decided to approach a Local Council (LC) chair-
man to seek a more proactive solution to her problem. R
was not aware that the LC chairman, H, was also a
trained rights worker. H told R that he and a fellow rights
worker, Z, could help her settle her dispute peacefully. 
The following day H convened a meeting of extended
family members: the children, R, the other wives,
aunts, and other relatives. During the meeting H and Z
read the law on inheritance to the children, answered
family members’ questions, and provided everyone
with copies of the law to read for themselves. Z noted
that having them read through the law helped them
recognize, “Oh, what you are talking about really is a
law.” Following the family mediation, the first wife and
her children have stopped abusing R, and she can
now freely cultivate her husband’s land and build her
house. R felt that the “most important thing the para-
legal13 did was advise and educate us.” 
R appears content with the process and outcome, and
was “very happy” that an issue that had been a prob-
lem for “a number of years was  resolved in just three
days and one meeting.” At present, she continues to
live with the other wives, but is aware “there is no one
now who can take me for granted or deceive me about
the law.” She would go back to H and Z for problems in
the future and thinks that “as long as a paralegal is
there, I will always go through my problems easily.” 
Case Study: Rights Workers Resolve a Family Land Dispute
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sessions appeared to be largely deter-
mined by the relationship between the
specific leader and the rights worker. 
step 4: If necessary, bring in outside
authority to increase legitimacy. 
monitoring data and interviews with
rights workers show that on occasion,
rights workers invited UlA
staﬀ/members or the courts to con-
firm the law or showed written docu-
ments to increase their credibility.
Rights workers explained that it is
sometimes helpful to have people
“from the top” present to provide or
reinforce information about the law.
Interviews with both clients and
rights workers attest to the fact that
the documentation of knowledge is
highly valued in the community.
Rights workers noted that even hand-
outs from their IcRw/UlA Property
Rights & Gender Training Toolkit were
suﬃcient to confer legitimacy. 
step 6: Refer the client to another
person/institution if an agreement is
not reached.
Rights workers explained that they re-
ferred clients elsewhere either when a
case was “too big,” “too weighty,” or “be-
yond me,” or when conflicting parties
did not reach an amicable solution
through mediation. If the rights worker
decided to refer the client to another
person or institution (such as an lc,
councilor, Resident district commis-
sioner,14 or police), he/she would write a
letter introducing the client and his/her
issue, might accompany the client on
the referral visit, or if not, might ask the
client to report back about the visit. 
clients appreciated when rights
workers would accompany them to
referral visits. They expressed that the
rights worker’s presence gave them
the confidence to go to oﬃces they
would not otherwise go to (for exam-
ple, police, probation oﬃcer, etc.). sev-
eral respondents mentioned that
rights workers bridged language gaps
between the police15 and clients. 
That llRAA rights workers can di-
rect people seeking legal help to the
most appropriate person/institution is
a potentially valuable contribution.
Feedback from llRAA in may 2010
described a long ongoing practice of
people “shopping” from one institu-
tion/oﬃce to the next regardless of
which person/institution had the au-
thority to handle the matter. Rights
workers felt that this created confu-
sion and wasted time. 
Legal Issues Addressed by 
Rights Workers
The monitoring data and qualitative
interviews reveal the main legal issues
clients brought to llRAA rights
workers during the pilot phase and
how rights workers handled cases. 
land boundary disputes were the
most common types of cases (17
percent) brought to community
rights workers. domestic violence,
marital problems, and child abuse
cases were also common (about 10
percent each). women were more
likely to bring cases of domestic vio-
lence and child abuse. It was unex-
pected that nearly all the land
grabbing cases were brought by men.
It is possible that some conflicts be-
tween tenants and landlords were
recorded as land grabbing. only four
cases during the pilot period related
to filing for legal documents. 
That the most common cases per-
tained to property, including land, or
family is not surprising. Both rights
Case topic Total Male client Female client
Land
Land boundary dispute 28=17% of total cases 16 (19%) 12 (15%)
Land grabbing 10=6% of total cases 9 (10%) 1 (1%)
Trespass 8=5% of total cases 7 (8%) 1 (1%)
Property
Inheritance (may include land) 9=5% of total cases 5 (6%) 4 (5%)
Property damage 11=7% of total cases 5 (6%) 6 (8%)
Other property disputes 8=5% of total cases 0 (0%) 8 (10%)
Family
Domestic violence 14=8% of total cases 3 (3%) 11 (14%)
Marital problems 14=8% of total cases 6 (7%) 8 (10%)
Child abuse 13=8% of total cases 1 (1%) 12 (15%)
Other topics 51=31% of total cases 34 (40%) 17 (21%)
Total # cases 166=100% 86 (100%) 80 (100%)
tABle 5: tYPes oF cAses BRoUgHt to commUnItY RIgHts woRkeRs dURIng tHe PIlot
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workers and local leaders expressed
their opinion that either family or
property is at the root of most con-
flicts and that property issues and
family issues are linked. 
Case Outcomes
Results from the monitoring and
survey data are consistent with find-
ings from IcRw’s earlier needs as-
sessment that women prefer to use
community-based legal aid providers
to settle problems because they are
less costly and are seen as more im-
partial than the formal justice sys-
tem, local councils, and traditional
elders. Almost equal numbers of
men and women sought legal help
from the rights workers (80 females
and 86 males). The equal proportion
of male and female clients contrasts
with the finding in the context sec-
tion that women are less likely than
men to report problems to or receive
help from local leaders. 
monitoring data and qualitative inter-
views highlight that llRAA rights
workers resolved problems relatively
quickly. nearly 40 percent of cases (66
cases) brought to llRAA were re-
solved during the pilot period. Three-
quarters were resolved on the same
day that the client visited the rights
worker. The remainder took about a
week. none lasted over a month. The
needs assessment found that cases
brought to the formal legal entities,
such as the lc and magistrates
courts, can face delays from backlogs
and inaccessibility. In UlA’s experi-
ence, most formal court cases take at 
least a year. local leaders and rights
workers agree that the rights 
workers tend to resolve cases 
more expeditiously:
You know these people [commu-
nity rights workers] are near us.
They always advise us quickly. to
run to police, you may find the po-
lice is far, or by the time the police
come maybe the conflict has mag-
nified. (leader, male, 48 years old)
And police it takes time. They 
tell you, “You go back. tomorrow
you come.” And for the paralegal,
you just come, sit down, and discuss.
After that, if there is need of send-
ing you somewhere…they can tell
you [to] go ahead. (Rights worker,
female, 54 years old)
during the pilot period, approxi-
mately 17 percent of cases resulted in
a memorandum of understanding
(moU). According to several inter-
viewees, an moU was reached dur-
ing the initial meeting itself,
particularly for relatively straightfor-
ward cases involving clear violations
of the new land law. memoranda
were usually verbal, but sometimes
parties composed written agreements
as the end result of mediation by the
rights workers. when an moU was
written, it typically included the date,
names of both parties, what the dis-
pute was about, what the agreed
upon actions or arrangements were,
signatures of the parties, and signa-
tures of witnesses. Rights workers be-
lieve that because people composed
the moU themselves, they were
content with the resolution. during
the pilot, rights workers did not wit-
ness any violations of moUs. 
nearly one-third of all client visits re-
sulted in a referral. more than half of
all referrals were to an lc chairperson
or the lc court. monitoring data in-
dicate that rights workers usually did
not follow up with clients after a re-
ferral. However, qualitative interviews
and feedback discussions indicate that
some workers asked the client to re-
port what happened or in some cases
accompanied the client to the referral.
The most common cases to be re-
ferred pertained to drugs/alcohol,
property damage, and trespassing. 
overwhelmingly, the interviewed
clients expressed satisfaction regarding
how their cases were handled, even in
the few instances where a case was
still pending resolution. clients often
emphasized that their dispute ended
“peacefully” or “amicably.” 
“most people turned up for the
meeting. we discussed the issues.…
[Family members] also said their
own side of the story…. He [a
rights worker] was counseling us,
telling us how we should settle our
problems as one family. They [a
team of two rights workers] read
the laws on inheritance to them
[family members]. They also ex-
plained and answered all the ques-
tions.… They helped us to get all
the information. They really helped
us. we did not quarrel, the problem
ended in peace.” (client, female, 50
years old)
LLRAA Sensitization Events
llRAA held 129 sensitization events
across 64 villages over the nine-month
period of the pilot intervention. total
attendance at all sensitization events
was more than 2,500 men and nearly
3,000 women.16 It is likely that many
of these sensitization events were held
as part of resolving clients’ disputes or
between landlords and tenants. 
Sensitization Event Topics
table 4 shows the sensitization topics
that had the highest attendance. The
topics are consistent with several of
the problematic issues described in the
context section – women’s ability to
inherit from their husbands, the infor-
mality of marriage and divorce, land
tenure systems, and landlords’ and
tenants’ responsibilities. llRAA
rights workers’ ability to explain land
rights within the mailo tenure system
is an important contribution, given
the general confusion around mailo
tenure. As discussed in the context
section, there was much fear and ten-
sion around evictions, and many com-
munity members did not understand
which land tenure system they were in
and what their rights and obligations,
mostly as mailo tenants, were. 
many of the topics at sensitization
events were demand driven and in-
volved local leaders, with rights work-
ers allowing either the leaders who
invited them or the meeting attendees
to determine the topic. one rights
worker likens this approach to provid-
ing attendees with a menu of options
from which they can choose their pre-
ferred topic:
I go with my menu. I tell them, “I
have this and this and this and that
and that. what do you want me to
talk about?” so the community it-
self decides that we want to talk
about this. … You have to ask the
audience. (Rights worker, male, 55
years old).
Types of Sensitization Events
The range of activities that rights
workers considered “sensitization
events” and recorded in monitoring
data as such is broad. monitoring data
and interviews reveal that a “sensitiza-
tion event” could range from a small
meeting where the rights worker edu-
cates attendees on land laws in the
context of solving a case, to large pub-
lic talks where more general informa-
tion is provided. 
By far, the most common “sensitiza-
tion event” occurred when rights
workers were invited to talk at a com-
munity meeting that was already
planned. In those cases, rights workers
generally were invited by the lcs.
However, rights workers also de-
scribed working with church leaders
to talk at church services as well as
participating in other meetings for
community groups (such as savings
and loans groups). 
some rights workers who are also
lcs or other leaders leveraged their
mandate either to call meetings or to
attend and speak at other events (for
example at village council meetings,
weddings, funerals, graduations, or
farmer group meetings). The rights
worker’s part in the event was usually
short, ranging from 5 to 30 minutes,
and served more as an introduction to
his/her role than a means of sensitiz-
ing the community about a particular
facet of women’s property rights.
on occasion, rights workers 
described organizing their own com-
munity event dedicated entirely to
sensitizing the community on land is-
sues. Advertising for these events was
often door to door and through local
radios (loud speakers located in town-
ships). The lc1s played an important
role in mobilizing the community
and, according to the rights workers
interviewed, local leaders were always
invited to attend. 
Rights workers also considered meet-
ings that they organized to help settle
a client’s case, as described earlier, as
sensitizations. This may have lead to
overreporting of sensitization events
in the monitoring data.
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Women attended Men attended Total attendance
Children’s rights 635 624 1,259
Landlord-tenant relations 535 455 990
Women’s rights 385 213 598
Land tenure systems 271 288 559
Marriage and property rights 272 192 464
Will writing 230 206 436
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Low Community Awareness of
Rights Workers
According to the data collected at
the end of the pilot in may 2010,
llRAA rights workers were rela-
tively unknown. only 22 percent of
respondents in villages where rights
workers lived knew of a community
rights worker in their village. An
additional 10 percent of respon-
dents had heard of community
rights workers on the radio, but did
not know one in their village; and
an additional 3 percent mentioned
community rights workers or the
UlA as programs that provided
legal help or advanced women’s
rights but did not know rights
workers in the village or from the
radio. The finding that llRAA
rights workers are relatively un-
known contrasts with the percep-
tions of the rights workers who
were interviewed, who speculated
that they are well known in their
communities. The discrepancy 
likely arises because (1) rights
workers only interact with people
who know them, (2) rights workers
who were interviewed tend to be
local leaders or involved in commu-
nity volunteer work for several
years, or (3) rights workers are
known for their other roles in the
community but are not known as
rights workers. It is also possible
that llRAA rights workers be-
came more well known in the
months after the pilot phase. 
despite low awareness of rights
workers, communities may be re-
ceptive to their services. nearly all
(92 percent) survey respondents in
villages where a rights worker lived
or intended to work indicated that
they would use such a person if they
needed help or had a question
about the law. 
Lack of Identity
lack of a public identity for
llRAA meant that its members
operated and were seen as individu-
als acting on their own rather than
trained members of a group with a
legitimate contribution to make to
the community. communications
with clients and connections with
leaders, local government, and com-
munities tended to be based on per-
sonal relationships. Rights workers
indicated that their lack of identifi-
cation as rights workers and aﬃlia-
tion with an organization reduced
their legitimacy among local leaders
and community members. 
Although there was concern at the
start of the pilot that more formal
identification (for example through
business cards or an organizational t-
shirt) might diminish the informality
and accessibility that are unique ad-
vantages of community rights work-
ers, the need to build awareness of
llRAA and its services as legitimate
contributors may override this con-
cern. now that llRAA is formally
registered in luwero district as a
community-based organization and
acquired an oﬃce in september 2010,
the process of building an identity
may have a stronger foundation. 
Rights Workers Are One of 
Many Institutions
The addition of rights workers to
Uganda’s multiple legal institutions
has the potential to cause confusion,
especially in land cases, if they do
not have positive relationships and
clearly delineated roles with respect
to these institutions. one local
leader cautioned: 
centers for handling land issues
are so many. Yet there seems to be
limited coordination of those ac-
tors involved in land issues.
Rdcs are involved, police are in-
volved, etc. what arrangements
have you made to get the parale-
gals…known by oﬃces dealing
with land issues? These people’s
[rights workers’] authority can be
questioned in case they refer or
approach a certain oﬃce, unless
they are well introduced and con-
nected to those oﬃces. (leader,
male, 42 years old)
Mixed Relationships with 
Local Leaders
Rights workers are well aware that
local leaders are crucial to their
ability to work in their communi-
ties. lc1s especially are the gate-
keepers and “owners of the people.”
Rights workers commented that
without local leaders’ involvement,
resolutions that came from media-
tion sessions might not be held to
and that they might not be able to
access audiences for education or
even clients requesting assistance. 
Rights workers described mixed re-
lations with local and traditional
leaders during feedback sessions
and interviews. A small number 
of rights workers reported that their
local leaders had been supportive 
in introducing them to the commu-
nity and helping to organize 
sensitization events, and more than
one enjoyed a long-standing colle-
gial relationship. In line with
IcRw’s initial needs assessment,
many llRAA rights workers ex-
pressed that community leaders
were often unaware of their pres-
ence and their eﬀorts as community
rights workers. other rights work-
ers said that local leaders were un-
cooperative or gave examples of
specific leaders who posed barriers
to their work.
cHAllenges FoR llRAA RIgHts woRkeRs
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where leaders and rights workers
partnered well together, leaders
considered the rights workers as
technical experts in the law with
knowledge beyond their own and
called on them for advice on com-
plicated cases:
we work with [community rights
workers] ms. x and mr. Y on a
regular basis. when I have land
problems in my community, I call
her to come....when she also gets
a case, she calls and says, “one of
your people has a problem.” Then
she comes and we sit and resolve
those issues.  (leader, male, age
unknown)
Reasons for lack of leader support are
similar across rights workers inter-
viewed: leaders perceived rights
workers as a threat because they pro-
vided free services whereas leaders
charge a fee; leaders may have vested
interests in land issues or transactions
that could be undermined by knowl-
edge of the law; leaders saw rights
workers as meddling in their com-
munities. A rights worker explains:
we solve the problem [free of
charge]. so in that way, we are
overriding [leaders’] responsibil-
ity and authority. Because for
[leaders], they know, whenever
they talk to somebody, after giv-
ing any service, he has to pay you.
But because we are giving…free
services, then some of the local
leaders became somehow envious
of us. (Rights worker, male, 55
years old)
when leaders were unsupportive,
rights workers appeared to either de-
crease or stop eﬀorts to work in that
leader’s community. Rights workers
who are themselves lcs or coun-
cilors or who had been involved in
community work for several years ap-
peared to enjoy stronger relationships
with local leaders and be more adept
at navigating any resistance.
Although rights workers spoke about
tension around their authority and
mandate to address disputes and edu-
cate communities about the law on
multiple occasions, fairly clearly dis-
tinguished roles of leaders and of
rights workers emerged from the
qualitative work. leaders make and
enforce judgments while rights work-
ers explain the relevant law, provide
options, and mediate. Rights workers
are informed and helpful neighbors.
They often described themselves as
“mediators,” “counselors,” and “advi-
sors” when discussing their casework. 
Talking About Land Is Regarded
with Suspicion and Sometimes Fear
In qualitative interviews respon-
dents said that some villagers are
afraid to discuss land because land
issues are highly contested and can
easily escalate into violence. 
This fear appears to be especially
acute for women, who may face
greater risks, particularly if their
dispute involves a male partner or
family member.
The sensitivity of land issues in the
community can directly interfere
with rights workers’ eﬀectiveness
because they may encounter suspi-
cion or apprehension. The following
excerpt from a female client illus-
trates this initial feeling of mistrust
toward rights workers: 
J first taught about land and 
land issues and procedures for dis-
pute handling. I did not take the
session seriously. I again attended
another training to see whether
she was preaching the same mes-
sage and whether these paralegals
are not out there to steal people’s
land. (client, female, 48 years old)
Logistical Barriers
distance, transportation expenses,
and other logistical challenges lim-
ited rights workers’ ability to hold
sensitization sessions and serve
clients. These barriers not only af-
fected how many cases a rights
worker could manage, but also their
ability to follow up on cases they re-
ferred, especially when the clients did
not live in the same village as the
rights worker. 
many llRAA rights workers indi-
cated that the cost of transportation
prohibited them from covering the
entire program area. coordinating
with other llRAA rights workers
to cohost sensitization events or
consult on client cases is costly and
diﬃcult. only four sensitization
events during the pilot involved
more than one llRAA rights
worker. However, qualitative inter-
views indicate that about four to five
rights workers have recently begun
networking among themselves,
mainly to refer clients. 
Qualitative interviews and feedback
meetings with the rights workers
indicate that many rights workers
felt overloaded by their volunteer
work. High numbers of cases and
travel time were two main con-
tributing factors. 
Diﬃculties Mobilizing an 
Audience for Sensitization Events
Rights workers, especially those who
are not lcs, relied on their own ad-
vertising eﬀorts (mainly word of
mouth, advertising in
churches/mosques, or house visits, or
in a few cases radio spots) and the au-
thority and eﬀorts of local leaders to
call people to a meeting. where lead-
ers were not suﬃciently interested or
supportive, rights workers felt they
had fewer opportunities and smaller
audiences than they would have liked. 
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Unclear Mandate and Insuﬃcient
Training for Sensitization Events
The monitoring data on sensitiza-
tion events reveals that the per-
formance of the individual rights
workers was less intense than antic-
ipated. This likely can be attributed
to two main causes. First, there
were no clear expectations or work
plans in terms of how many sensiti-
zation events each rights worker
would conduct, where to hold them,
what to teach, and how events
should be conducted. second, the
rights workers’ training did not
build skills around community mo-
bilization. A flawed assumption in
the program design was that the
rights workers would already have
access to the community at large
and an understanding of how to
mobilize audiences because com-
munities had helped to choose the
rights workers, and some of the
rights workers had previously
worked in the community.
Competing Demands of Program
Focus and Community Needs
casework and sensitization events
were driven by demand from clients
and communities, whose needs
went beyond the scope of the pro-
gram’s parameters. As a result,
women’s property rights competed
with other topics also in need of at-
tention and relevant to the commu-
nity in general and women in
particular. It is worthwhile to note
that many rights workers viewed
their legal education and dispute
resolution activities as two of many
diﬀerent aspects of the services pro-
vided to communities, which also
included advocating for children’s
right to schooling, women’s rights,
orphan welfare, etc. The holistic ap-
proach to community work that
some rights workers described likely
reflects the broad range of problems
brought to their attention. 
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Benefits for Rights Workers 
Rights workers frequently described
an experience of empowerment from
their work. This empowerment was
expressed at multiple levels ranging
from psychological empowerment
(increased confidence and knowledge)
to descriptions of empowered action,
for example developing the ability to
enter new communities or negotiate
with high-ranking oﬃcials. Rights
workers often emphasized the acqui-
sition of knowledge and linked legal
knowledge to their ability to help
community members resolve disputes.
As one rights worker explained:
There have been so many changes
especially in the land law…[dur-
ing our training] we received
more information and knowledge,
which has helped us to help our
community members…when we
talk to those people in the com-
munity, we talk to them as
knowledgeable people because we
can tell them “this is what the law
says.” (Rights worker, male, 55
years old)
The testimony of another rights
worker shows the empowering im-
pact of her work:
I’m now very determined. I can
talk well. I can go door to door, to
any big oﬃces. I can lead my
community…I can handle cases,
all cases, about boundaries, about
domestic violence, about those
property rights. And now I can
handle those cases and solve them
well [and] thoroughly. (Rights
worker, female, 45 years old)
This knowledge and confidence also
improves rights workers’ eﬀective-
ness, thus benefiting not only the
individual, but also the program. 
several of the rights workers also in-
dicated that they have gained visibil-
ity from their work. For some, the
reputation of being knowledgeable
about the law and adept at mediat-
ing disputes has translated into in-
creased status within the community. 
[Being a] paralegal, it has helped
me so much. Because even to
speak in a meeting, it is not easy.
But now I can address anything
to the people without fear.… As I
told you, I am now proper. And
even my community is recogniz-
ing me. If I stand up to speak [or]
talk about something, all the peo-
ple they listen to me…it has
helped me so much, and I think
that is a very big change in my
life. (Rights worker, male, 31
years old)
Benefits to Clients
overwhelmingly, the interviewed
clients expressed satisfaction re-
garding how their cases were han-
dled, even in the few instances
where a case was pending resolu-
tion, and they were grateful that the
rights workers could resolve dis-
putes amicably and quickly:
most people turned up for the
meeting. we discussed the is-
sues…[Family members] also said
their own side of the story…. He
[a rights worker] was counseling
us, telling us how we should settle
our problems as one family. They
[a team of two rights workers]
read the laws on inheritance to
them [family members]. They also
explained and answered all the
questions.… They helped us to get
all the information. They really
helped us. we did not quarrel, the
problem ended in peace. (client,
female, 50 years old)
Furthermore, the rights workers’ in-
terventions often led to women being
able to keep their land and houses:
I am really satisfied, J has helped
me.… when I look back, suppose
I had left this house, where would
I have gone? I am happy, no one is
forcing me to get out of this house.
(client, female, 48 years old) 
I am very satisfied with A’s ap-
proach to my problem. Yes, I had
talked to [an] lc who told me
the landlord had no authority, but
had not brought us together with
the landlord to understand our re-
sponsibilities. now I am comfort-
able on that land because A
organized that seminar where we
understood our responsibilities on
land.  (client, female, 60 years old)
Beyond the immediate benefit of
resolving their cases, clients valued
The in-depth interviews with rights workers, clients, and community lead-
ers and the feedback provided by rights workers and ULA at the January
2011 workshop provided key information about how the program aﬀected
rights workers, the clients, and their communities. The major program
achievements related to individual-level benefits for rights workers and
clients are discussed below. A strong valuation of knowledge emerges as a
general theme.
PRogRAm AcHIevements
the opportunity to learn about the
law, especially as related to land 
issues. However, they rarely de-
scribed specific, concrete knowl-
edge of the law they learned, but
spoke more broadly, for example
learning the law kept widows from
being thrown oﬀ the deceased hus-
band’s land, or learning they had
rights as mailo tenants. The clients
who were interviewed were a rela-
tively vulnerable group of women
(largely widowed) from 40 to 65
years of age. Perhaps because of
this vulnerability, these women
were keenly aware of the knowl-
edge (or “sensitization”) that they
gained from their rights workers:
I did not know that a widow is
entitled to the house once the
husband is dead. But now I
know…I did not know that when
I lose my husband I am entitled
to his property and land. now I
know all those things. whenever
they would be sharing land, I will
ask for my own share…There is
no one now who can take me for
granted or deceive me about the
law.… even, I am entitled to
household utensils. (client, fe-
male, 50 years old)
I listened carefully. I learnt that
us widows we should not accept
to lose our property, that the law
protects us, that the landlord and
the tenant have diﬀerent rights
over land. They told us that if we
need a land title we should go to
Bukalasa – we can secure one.
(client, female, 60 years old)
client testimonials also suggest a
sense of empowerment arising from
program participation. with the
support of rights workers, women
were able to gain access to commu-
nity leaders and government oﬃ-
cials. Also, when a case was
successfully mediated, some women
experienced the inherent power 
that comes from resolving a dispute
in their favor, which emerges as 
especially salient when that 
possibility was unexpected or 
previously unknown. 
J [rights worker] also guides us to
some oﬃces that we did not even
think we may ever reach. For in-
stance she took me to luwero
court. I did not know I could sit
with the magistrate and share my
problem freely, but J made that
happen.… looking at what she
has done, the experience I have
gone through, if I get someone
who has a problem with land, I
can also guide him/her.… I know
now the process. And I can also
forward such person to J too.…
now I can be listened to. I can
raise my voice and someone lis-
tens. That is great. (client, female,
48 years old)
I have also learnt about land
policies…I even know where to
run to, if I need help. like this
plot of mine, suppose someone
wants to grab it. I cannot sit and
watch, I raise up and approach
relevant oﬃces. (client, female,
60 years old)
…I know I am the winner.… I
know nobody will harass me. I
know wherever I go I will win
because the law protects me.
(client, female, 50 years old)
Benefits to the Community
Rights Workers Can Serve as Local
Legal Experts
clients and community leaders 
frequently described in interviews
that right workers have accurate
knowledge of the land laws and
serve as legal experts in the com-
munity. For example, several leaders
described calling upon rights work-
ers to help with particularly chal-
lenging cases or when “technical
guidance” was required. moreover,
in addition to holding sensitization
sessions for villagers, rights workers
trained local councilpersons and
other government oﬃcials on 
other occasions: 
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[Rights workers] educate us on
land issues. we did not know
much. They call meetings, they
teach on issues of sharing prop-
erty…They also advise the lc1
committee; sometime the lcs
may be handling something and
they get stuck. The paralegals
come in and advise about what
the law says. (leader, female, 52
years old)
Rights Workers Fill an Important
Gap in Accessing Services, Especially
for Women
The discussion of help-seeking be-
havior in the context section re-
veals that justice is diﬃcult to access
because of long distances to formal
legal oﬃces and institutions, fees
and transportation costs, and
among women, limited mobility, 
financial resources, and status in
their communities. clients, leaders,
and rights workers consistently
elaborated on a similar range of
positive attributes of rights workers
that mitigate these barriers. They
emphasized that rights workers re-
solve matters quickly, are free of
charge, can come to or move with
clients as needed, are neutral in land
matters, and are approachable, espe-
cially for women.
Anyone in the community can
get help from paralegals.… 
They are open to everyone. It 
can be a man, a woman, disabled;
so long as one is able to explain
his or her problem and they
[paralegals] understand it, they
will be willing to help. (leader,
male, age unknown)
llRAA’s free services, mediation
approach, and accessibility are 
especially important for providing
women an alternative path to access
justice. In light of restrictions on
women’s mobility, that rights work-
ers “come to you” make them easier
for women to access. Rights work-
ers’ emphasis on “amicable” and
“peaceful” resolutions may help
lower the inherent risks involved in
reporting problems, particularly if
the charge is against husbands or
other male family members. The 50
percent female membership of
llRAA also serves to make com-
munity rights workers a potentially
more approachable and accessible
resource for women. 
Rights Workers’ Intervention Could
Reduce Land-Related Violence
leaders, rights workers, and clients
expressed that community rights
workers’ interventions are particu-
larly vital in land disputes, which
often quickly escalate into violence. 
If these two paralegals were not avail-
able possibly some people could hurt
themselves. some would kill them-
selves...but when these people [rights
workers] come they settle issues at local
levels. (leader, male, age unknown)
Indeed many things have been de-
stroyed because of land wrangles,
people have been killed, families
have separated because of land. so it
is worthwhile to talk about it daily.
(client, female, 48 years old)
several clients related more per-
sonal accounts of harassment and
intimidation. For example, one
client feared that her neighbor
would pour acid on her children
and another admitted to consider-
ing taking her own life because of a
conflict over land. given the high
stakes involved in land disputes and
women’s limited access to formal
institutions, the commonly held
perception across the sample that
rights workers are an expedient and
eﬀective means of resolving land
disputes emerges as an especially
salient and encouraging finding. In-
terviewees described the gravity of
land issues and the role that rights
workers play in preventing the out-
break of violence. 
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Build Positive Relationships with
Local Leaders and Institutions
llRAA rights workers, with help
from UlA, can achieve greater im-
pact for the community by strength-
ening their engagement with local
leaders and institutions. Involve-
ment of local leaders helps rights
workers achieve more eﬀective and
lasting resolutions of client cases.
working well with leaders and insti-
tutions can expand rights workers’
referral networks, increase their own
visibility and legitimacy, and create
more opportunities to hold sensiti-
zation events. In turn, local and tra-
ditional leaders, who are the current
authorities on managing land and
property disputes and resolving
marital disputes, will be able to put
the weight of law behind their deci-
sions if rights workers enhance lead-
ers’ legal knowledge. 
with help from UlA, llRAA can
increase their contact with formal
institutions such as local coun-
cilpersons, lc courts and magis-
trates courts, subcounty and district
oﬃcials, police stations, and possi-
bly religious institutions. It will be
imperative for rights workers, local
leaders, and institutions, with guid-
ance from UlA, to clearly define
their respective roles to ensure that
all work together in an integrated
way. to this end, the following rec-
ommendations emerged, based on
discussions with rights workers,
leaders, UlA, and IcRw:
• UlA and llRAA should hold
parish-level introductory meet-
ings with leaders to introduce
rights workers to local leaders.
leaders and clients who have al-
ready worked eﬀectively with
llRAA rights workers may pro-
vide examples to open a discus-
sion on building working
relationships between leaders and
rights workers.
• llRAA rights workers should be
familiar with all government of-
fices related to land.
• Rights workers should hold legal
education sessions for local leaders.
• llRAA rights workers should in-
vite government oﬃcials to oﬃci-
ate at the capacity building
trainings, workshops, and seminars
for community rights workers.
Increase Awareness of 
Community Rights Workers
In the program communities, the
study found low awareness of
llRAA rights workers and their
services, a substantial number of
women and men in need of legal
help and conflict resolution, and en-
couraging data about rights workers’
ability to provide legal help. A com-
munity mobilization strategy will
be essential for ensuring that people
know about llRAA and that
llRAA reaches an audience.
llRAA can leverage sensitization
and legal education events to publi-
cize its presence and services. Addi-
tional awareness-raising strategies
include introductory and demon-
stration meetings with local leaders
and government oﬃces, provision of
marketing materials (for example,
cards, t-shirts, or tote bags), media
campaigns including radio adver-
tisements and announcements at
markets and trading centers, and
advertising the existence of the re-
cently opened oﬃce.
Address Workload Constraints
Qualitative interviews and feedback
meetings with the rights workers
indicate that many feel overloaded
by their volunteer work. High num-
bers of cases and travel time were
two main contributing factors. Po-
tential solutions to address high and
uneven workloads include improved
networking among llRAA rights
workers to enable sharing of work-
loads, facilitating transport, and in-
creasing the number of rights
workers. The monitoring data will
be an invaluable resource for UlA
and llRAA to track geographical
areas and individual rights workers
with current high case loads to de-
termine where to allocate resources.  
Tailor Legal Education to Close
Knowledge Gaps
Findings from both the survey and
monitoring data point to future areas
of capacity building for community
rights workers that will best deepen
To be more eﬀective in future eﬀorts, LLRAA and ULA can use the find-
ings of this study to build on the program’s successes and, where necessary,
modify procedures. In particular, community rights workers should more de-
liberately increase their presence in the community, build strong connections
with local leaders and institutions, and continually assess their own commu-
nities’ needs and rights workers’ knowledge, skills, manpower, and other re-
sources to meet communities’ needs. While the recommendations that follow
are specific to this program, many of these lessons can guide eﬀorts to start or
expand similar programs in Uganda and other countries where women’s
property rights are not well understood and where access to justice is limited.
RecommendAtIons
their own knowledge and build
knowledge in their communities.
These areas include: (1) clarifying
what constitutes a lawful marriage
and a lawful divorce; (2) women’s
and men’s property rights in and
after marriage; (3) women’s and girls’
right to inherit property; and (4)
landlords’ and tenants’ rights and re-
sponsibilities in mailo tenure.
within each topic, describing what
persons and oﬃces are authorized to
handle matters and how to obtain
relevant documentation would be
helpful. sensitizations about inheri-
tance or wills should emphasize
girls’ rights to inherit. Additionally,
more in-depth training on how
rights workers can address the most
common cases – boundary disputes,
marital disputes and domestic vio-
lence, and other property disputes –
could help llRAA more expedi-
ently solve cases. 
Create an Institutional work Plan
for LLRAA
A short-term (1-3 year) work plan,
grounded in llRAA’s existing con-
stitution and mission statement,
would help the group build its iden-
tity and public face as well as or-
ganize future expansion of activities
with leaders and communities. The
work plan need not be detailed but
should describe main activities with
timelines and audiences for each.
Build on Success With Monitoring
UlA and llRAA should continue
and expand on their good monitor-
ing practices, especially feedback
sessions and regular reporting and
analysis of monitoring data that
identify communities’ needs, barri-
ers to women’s property rights, and
areas for strengthening rights work-
ers’ capacity. Best practices in moni-
toring during the pilot include:
• Frequent feedback sessions with
rights workers. creating a space
for the rights workers to give
feedback on the monitoring
process and for UlA and IcRw
to report on monitoring findings
strengthened the monitoring sys-
tem and motivated the rights
workers to continue collecting
data. Rights workers provide
unique insight into the practical
side of data collection, such as
what information is diﬃcult to
collect from clients. Rights work-
ers spent a considerable amount
of time recording monitoring
data each month and appreciated
learning that the data are both
seen and used.  
• Clear definition of all terms used in
the monitoring forms. defining all
the terms used in the monitoring
forms during the llRAA rights
workers’ training improved the
consistency of data collected
across the rights workers. moni-
toring forms often require spe-
cific interpretations of key terms.
The training included an interac-
tive session to review each moni-
toring form line by line. The
rights workers were asked to de-
fine each question on the moni-
toring form and explain how they
would answer the question. This
gave IcRw and UlA the oppor-
tunity to correct misinterpreta-
tions or adjust the monitoring
forms to improve clarity. Feed-
back sessions oﬀered an addi-
tional opportunity to reinforce
the common understanding or
adjust the monitoring forms or
procedures. 
• Translation of monitoring docu-
ments into the local language.
The accuracy of monitoring 
forms improved when UlA
translated some of the compli-
cated portions of the forms into
the local language. Rights work-
ers had diﬃculty diﬀerentiating
between the diﬀerent case types
in english, but understood the
subtle distinctions once it was
translated into luganda. 
Future monitoring work needs to
build UlA’s and llRAA’s analyti-
cal capacity and identification of
priority questions to answer
through monitoring. Program mon-
itoring is not only feasible for com-
munity rights workers, when
tailored to their needs and con-
straints, but will be critical to orga-
nizational learning. A monitoring
system is an investment that re-
quires intensive planning and train-
ing, logistical support, and
opportunities for exchange between
persons performing the rights work
on the ground and persons analyz-
ing the monitoring data.
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community rights workers have
made promising achievements in
improving women’s property rights
in their role as accessible providers
of legal services and education.
knowledge of the law and a safe
and accessible space to discuss con-
flicts are invaluable in an environ-
ment of high stakes and
interconnected issues of land and
loss of land, land-related violence in
the community, violence within the
family, and women’s lower social sta-
tus. Rights workers are viewed as
“teachers,” “mediators,” and “experts”
who create that space and help peo-
ple to understand their legal rights.
They resolve clients’ problems, often
more quickly than formal justice in-
stitutions, may be more accessible to
women, and are perceived as more
approachable and neutral than local
leaders or justice institutions. lead-
ers, clients, and rights workers all
greatly appreciated the legal knowl-
edge and understanding of their
rights, however limited the knowl-
edge might be, they had gained
through the program.
Important barriers, especially re-
garding knowledge and attitudes
around women’s land rights and in-
heritance, remain. overcoming
them will require prolonged and
community-centric eﬀorts both to
change knowledge and attitudes
around gender and the law and to
increase access to legal services. This
evaluation shows that llRAA’s
community rights workers are
building themselves to be in a posi-
tion to meet the challenge.
conclUsIon
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1 each village is governed by a local
council I whose members are called
lc1s. each local council has a
chairperson. each parish has a
local council II committee (lc2),
which is made up of the lc1 chair-
persons. lc3 corresponds to sub-
county level oﬃcials; lc4 to the
county level and lc5 to district
level. The subcounty and district also
have directly elected councilors,
who need not hold an lc oﬃce,
who represent the parishes and sub-
counties, respectively. These coun-
cilors are akin to local
Parliamentarians and deal with
budgets, by-laws, and policy.
2 Recent changes aﬀecting women’s
rights that would not have been cov-
ered during their prior trainings in-
clude the 2007 declaration of the
succession Act as unconstitutional
on the grounds that it discriminated
against women and girls; increasing
implementation of the “consent
clause” (2004 amendment to the
land Act) that requires spouse’s
written consent to conduct transac-
tions of family land; the 2009
amendment to the land Act, largely
concerning landlord and tenant rela-
tions on mailo tenure; changes in of-
fices and institutions responsible for
managing land disputes; and the
2010 domestic violence Act.
3 As mentioned earlier, the original
plan to conduct a baseline-endline
evaluation to measure program ef-
fects was discarded due to uncer-
tainty in attributing changes in
program communities to the inter-
vention. The report uses data from
the quantitative surveys to describe
attitudes, documentation, the pro-
gram area and population, and re-
maining knowledge gaps.
4 two clients who brought a case 
together were interviewed together.
where more than one community
leader was present, they preferred 
to be interviewed together rather
than separately.
5 Rights workers were divided into
three categories based on their total
number of clients and the number of
sensitization events they conducted
from August 2009 to July 2010: high
intensity (>20), medium intensity
(11-20), and low intensity (2-10).
6 Under mailo land tenure, the owners
of the land, called landlords, have
legally recognized ownership rights
over the land. The tenants who live
on the land have legally recognized
occupancy rights.
7 even though mailo land may techni-
cally be owned by landlords, de facto
land management is usually accord-
ing to custom and customary leaders.
The land Act and its amendments
also require custom to be recognized
on mailo lands. 
8 knowledge questions were not asked
at the baseline interviews in August
2009 due to a questionnaire printing
error. data for the knowledge find-
ings are taken from the may 2010
endline responses. 
9 In fact, customarily married 
couples must, by law, be issued a
marriage certificate.
10 From survey responses it is unclear
whether polygynous marriages are
religious, in which case they are
more likely to be recorded by an
imam or mosque, or whether polyg-
ynous marriages are customary. The
estimate of two-thirds includes
polygynous marriages as customary
marriages.
11 In both the August 2009 and may
2010 data, women had significantly
lower scores for average mobility
across multiple locations compared to
men. specific scores for being able to
go to markets or town without per-
mission were also significantly lower
(although at the 10 percent level). 
12 one rights worker lived and worked
in nakaseke district, formerly part
of luwero district.
13 Interviewees often referred to rights
workers as “paralegals” because that is
how they were known locally and at
the start of the program. The report
uses the term “rights workers” to
comply with a regulation that only
persons certified by the law devel-
opment centre at makerere Univer-
sity may be called “paralegals.”
14 The Resident district commissioner
is a district-level representative of
the executive branch of government.
15 The combination of english being
the oﬃcial language of Uganda’s
police force and frequent rotation of
personnel contributes to clients and
police oﬃcers not speaking the
same language.
16 some of these individuals may have
been double-counted if they at-
tended more than one event.
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